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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The amendments received on 8/16/2005 and 7/18/2005 have been entered in the 
record. Claims 21-24 and 26-29 are presented for examination. Claims 21, 26, and 28 
are currently amended. Claim 25 is canceled. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because Figures 2 and 3 are not particularly 
illustrative of the claimed invention. Adding short, descriptive text labels similar to the 
ones found in Figure 1 would greatly improve the readability of the drawings. 

3. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
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the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 22 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the server module data processes" in line 2 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The 
Examiner suggests changing the language to read "the server module data processing 
unit processes..." 

7. Claims 26, 27, and 28 recite the limitation "said/the routing server module" in 
lines 2 of the claims. The language of the base claim suggests that there may in fact be 
more than one routing server module in the modular server system. Accordingly, the 
claim is indefinite; as it is not clear which routing module the dependant claim refers to. 
The Examiner suggests changing the language to read "said at least one routing server 
module(s)..." 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

9. Claims 21-24 and 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bestavros et al. (U.S. Patent 6,370,584) in view of High Performance 
Networking , by Mark A. Sportack et al., further in view of TCP/IP Illustrated Volume 1: 
The Protocols , by W. Richard Stevens, and further in view of Liu et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,031,089) (hereinafter referred to as Bestavros, Sportack, Stevens, and Liu, 
respectively). 

10. With regard to claim 21, Bestavros teaches a modularly designed server having 
a plurality of server modules [See Figure 1, items 10, 12, 14, etc.; and Column 2, 
lines 14 and 15: A computer cluster is modular], each server module of said plurality 
of server modules comprising: 

A data processing unit that processes data of the packet [Column 3, lines 21- 

54]; 

An addressable communications interface that connects to an external network 
via which the data packet is transmittable [See Column 2 line 64 - Column 3 line 2: A 
network interface in necessarily inherent to connect a computer to a LAN]; 

A routing calculation unit that checks whether an incoming data packet 
addresses a server module of the server [See Column 3, lines 24-35: The hash of the 
client identifier is mapped to a particular module], said routing calculation unit 
determining a server module address of the server module of the server using a routing 
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table in accordance with a utilization level of data processing units of all server modules 
to which the data packet is to be transmitted [See Column 3, lines 41-46]. 

1 1 . Bestavros teaches the invention substantially as claimed, but is silent on the 
inclusion of a switching interface via which a data packet is transferred, and that each 
server module includes a switching interface that connects to the switching device. 
However, the concept of using a switched network for purposes of interconnection is old 
and well known in the art. For example, Sportack, in the analogous art of computer 
networking, teaches connecting a switch to a network [See Sportack, page 146, 
Paragraph 4], and integrating a switched adapter into a network server [See Sportack, 
Page 150, Heading "Network Servers"]. 

12. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicants invention to include a switched interface on each module, and a central 
switch in the network of Bestavros, with the motivation of providing a cost-effective way 
to increase the performance of the network [See Sportack, page 153, "Summary"]. 

13. As discussed above, Bestavros teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
but is silent on a routing server module that constantly updates the routing table in 
accordance with evaluated utilization data of other server modules, However, such a 
technique is also old and well known in the art. For example, Liu, in the same field of 
endeavor, teaches polling a server to obtain information about a system's load, and 
transferring it to other nodes [See Liu, Column 7, line 22-27]. 
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14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Applicant's invention to include a polling mechanism for updating the loads of the 
system constantly, with the motivation of allowing the system to adapt quickly to load 
changes [See Liu, Column 8, lines 46 and 47]. 

15. As discussed above, Bestavros teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
but is silent on the routing server transmitting a current routing table to the other server 
modules. However, the technique and desirability of distributing routing tables to other 
routers is old and well known in the art, and a variety of dynamic routing protocols exist 
to provide desirable solutions to this particular problem. Stevens, in the analogous art of 
networking, describes RIP protocol, which teaches sending a routing table to all other 
servers [See Stevens, Page 131, Paragraph 2: "Regular routing updates. Every 30 
seconds..."]. 

16. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the Applicant's invention to include a dynamic routing protocol, since Stevens 
teaches that it is a desirable feature to have in networked systems with more than one 
router [See Stephens, Page 127, Section 10.1], and the entire point of the system of 
Bestavros is to provide multiple routers [See Bestavros, Abstract]. 

17. By this rationale, claim 1 is rejected. 

1 8. With regard to claims 22 and 23, Bestavros additionally teaches that the server 
processes data packets of a particular prescribed application type; and that the data 
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packet contains information of the prescribed application type, and that the server 
module address is calculated in accordance with the particular prescribed application 
type [See Bestavros, Column 3, lines 41-46]. 

19. With regard to claim 24, Bestavros teaches the substantive limitations of the 
claim, but is silent on including a buffer for temporarily storing data packets. However, 
the Examiner takes Official Notice that both the technique and benefits of including a 
buffer in such a system are notoriously old and well known in the art. Accordingly, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's 
invention to buffer the incoming data packets, with the motivation of increasing the 
performance of the network interface. 

20. With regard to claim 26, Stevens also teaches that the RIP protocol is used for 
routers near its neighbors [See Stevens, page 128, paragraph 2: An Autonomous 
System comprises routers that are central to a system]. 

21 . With regard to claim 27, it presents no substantive limitations not addressed in 
the citations as applied to claim 1 , and is rejected for similar reasons. 

22. With regard to claim 28, Bestavros further teaches that the routing table is 
updated based on assigned application types [See Bestavros, Column 3, lines 44 and 
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45], and priority information for the data packet [See Bestavros, Column 3, line 46: 
QoS (Quality of Service) specifies a minimum service priority for a packet]. 

23. With regard to claim 29, Bestavros further teaches that a data process executed 
on one server module is transmitted to data processing units of other server modules 
when the utilization level of the data processing unit of a particular server module 
exceeds a predetermined level [See Column 3, lines 15-54: The service can be 
readily moved from one server to another]. 

Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 21 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. As discussed above, the system of 
Bestavros anticipates the main inventive concept of the Applicant's invention, namely a 
modular, distributed, system wherein the routing functions are also distributed amongst 
the system modules, and the remaining limitations were already known and readily 
applied prior to the Applicants invention. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael R. Gayeski whose telephone number is 571- 
272-0978. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:00AM-4:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Michael R Gayeski 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2143 
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